This article analyzes reports about the capture and torture of the companion ʿAmmār b. Yāsir and their later use in the exegesis of Kor 16, 106. It also shows why the reports were generated by different sectarian communities (Imamī Šīʿites, Zaydites, Murǧiʾites) in the different parts of the early Islamic empire (Kufa, Mecca, Medina, Basra, and Jazira) in the late first/seventh and early second/eighth centuries. Through a detailed and comprehensive analysis of the isnāds of reports, the article shows that it is possible to correlate information about the sectarian affiliations of reports' transmitters with the contents of the reports and in the process shows why different communities remembered and transmitted the specific forms of the reports that they did. The article shows how literary Islamic sources are susceptible to a much more granular historical analysis than previously assumed. 
Introduction
Almost all Islamic literary sources for the history of early Islam are composed of discrete reports preceded by an isnād (chain of transmission). These reports are found in books of hadith, biography, geography, genealogy, chronicles, exegesis, and much more. Yet, despite its ubiquity, scholarly attitudes towards the utility of an examination of isnād to establish historical truth vary widely.
Medieval and modern religious scholars of hadith view it as the most fundamental object of analysis for these scholars. The answer to the question of whether a given report is historically true or false depends in the most important ways on the analysis of its isnād. Hadith scholars combined a comprehensive comparative examination of the different versions of a text found in compilations of hadith with an analysis of the reputations of individual narrators found in the copious books of the riǧāl literature to establish the authenticity of text in question, usually in the service of some theological or legal end.1
The approach of Islamic scholars of hadith contrasts with the attitudes of most Western scholars. Until recently, Western scholars have had severe doubts about the utility of the analysis of the isnād of a report in saying anything of historical importance about what its text says. The skepticism culminated in the dismissal of the entirety of the corpus of Islamic literary sources as useless for historical research of the earliest period.2 This had the effect of encouraging historical scholarship in different directions, much of which has tended to avoid the literary sources altogether. Even those studies that have used the literary sources have tended to adopt methods of analysis that do not rely on the examination of isnāds.
With that said, the Western scholarly tradition on early Islam is not unanimous in its rejection of the analysis of the isnād as fruitful for historical research. Joseph Schacht, often thought of as a skeptic, actually re-introduced considerations of the isnāds in the dating of Islamic texts. Schacht did this in conjunction with a specific theory about how Islamic legal thought developed historically. The scholar of hadith literature, Gautier H.A. Juynboll further developed Schacht's methods, and his use of the isnād entailed a perfunctory use of the riǧāl literature to establish very basic facts about a narrator such as his death date and locale. More recently, scholars have pushed back against wholesale skepticism of the value of the isnāds as unjustified. These studies make persuasive arguments about the reliability of specific types of isnād analysis for the dating and geographic location of early Islamic texts. 3 The present study is an extension and further development of these recent methods. It hopes to demonstrate not only that the circulation of reports can be reliably dated and geographically located by an analysis of isnāds, but also answers questions about why different theological groups in the earliest history of Islam would circulate a given report in the specific form that they did. Results of this type are absolutely essential to the study of the history of religious ideas, practices, and institutions in early Islam. This paper hopes to demonstrate the viability of this type of comprehensive analysis through a wide-ranging examination of reports about the torture of the famous companion ʿAmmār b. Yāsir Anyone who disbelieves in God after his having belief -except one who is forced, while his heart is at peace with faith (muṭma ʾinnun bi-l-imāni) -but anyone who has [willingly] opened his breast to disbelief, upon them is God's anger and for them is a tremendous punishment.4
The reports assert that though ʿAmmār capitulated to Qurašī demands that he blaspheme God or the Prophet, the first part of Kor 16, 106, or what I call the coercion exemption clause exculpated him of his moral liability. I will ultimately argue that the reports that regard ʿAmmār's torture as the historical explanation for Kor 16, 106 are improbable, because it is a poor fit with an early Medinan dating of Kor 16, 106, and a report transmitted by the first century Meccan scholars Muǧāhid and ʿIkrima coheres much better with both an early Medinan dating and the Qurʾānic passage in which Kor 16, 106 is located. I will show that the ʿAmmār torture explanation for Kor 16, 106 was most likely produced in the late first/seventh century because of a confluence of factors that have to do with things like the identity needs of different sectarian communities.
By the early second century, there were a very large number of reports circulating in the different cities of the empire on the fact and nature of ʿAmmār's torture. The majority of these reports make no connection between ʿAmmār's torture and the revelation of Kor 16, 106. I argue that these reports predate those that connect his torture with Kor 16, 106. This requires dating the many different reports found in Islamic sources. My dating of the reports will rely on a number of techniques that have recently been used with much fruition in the fields of hadith and early Islamic historiography.
The most recent scholarly development to resolve this problem relies on a close analysis of both the isnāds and the content of the reports in conjunction in order to establish a terminus ante quem for a given report. This methodological tool, named isnād-cum-matn, correlates textual variations of different versions of the same report with changes in an isnād. For example, if we notice that all of the versions of reports with A transmitting to B have one wording and A transmitting to C have a different wording, then we can establish a terminus ante quem of A's date death for the common elements of both sets of reports. The variation in the substance of the reports correlates with the variation in the isnād, and serves as a case of independent corroboration, and thus enables us to establish a date with confidence.5 Recent research on the methods of disseminating and transmitting textual knowledge in early Islamic history fits well the types of variations amongst different versions of the same text that we often find in historical reports.6
However isnād-cum-matn analysis, while especially powerful in dating the common elements of reports, can only work in cases when we have two or more versions of the same texts being transmitted along two or more isnāds that branch out at a given narrator. There are many texts that lack these features. In fact, most of the texts analyzed in this paper have single-transmission isnāds, meaning they were transmitted through one linear chain without branching out before ultimately being recorded in the published source. For these texts, I will rely on a number of different considerations to establish a date for the reports' production and dissemination. As a general starting point, I start with the assumption that the isnāds of the reports are historical, especially in cases where the originator of the report is neither the Prophet nor a companion. As we will see, the vast majority of the reports of ʿAmmār's torture go back at most to a successor. This does not mean I accept all isnāds uncritically. I reject many reports or parts of isnāds on a case by case basis after consideration of a number of factors.
This study relies on the vast literature produced by Muslim scholars of hadith documenting, amongst other things, basic biographical information, sectarian affiliations, places of residence and the most prominent teachers and students of individuals named in the isnāds to determine the plausibility and likelihood of transmission between individuals.7
Establishing why a given sectarian community would preserve and circulate a specific form of the ʿAmmār torture story requires the delineation of the sectarian affiliation of prominent narrators and the correlation of the content of Nor should it be surprising that Murǧiʾites, an early sectarian movement seemingly devoted to the restoration of Muslim political and religious unity, would be interested in disseminating a report originating with ʿUṯmān b. ʿAffān (d. 36/656), the third caliph, recounting ʿAmmār's torture, given the memory of the animosity between the two; a memory that had ramifications for sectarian identity formation in the second/eighth and third/ninth centuries. Through this analysis I show the role of second/eighth century processes of sectarian identity construction in the formation and preservation of historical memory. All of the reports on ʿAmmār's torture, the connection to Kor 16, 106 notwithstanding, can be found in hadith, exegetical, biographical, and sīra sources. These reports can be divided into three categories: 1) Reports that note the circumstances of ʿAmmār's torture without asserting any connection to the coercion exemption clause; 2) Reports that end up simply asserting that the coercion exemption clause was about ʿAmmār; 3) Reports that narrate the circumstances of ʿAmmār's torture and connect it to the coercion exemption clause.
As we move forward, the following basic facts about ʿAmmār's biography should help in the analysis of the various reports about ʿAmmār's torture. ʿAmmār was an early convert to the Prophet's mission in Mecca. He is said to have participated in the military campaigns after the migration to the Medina. After the Prophet's death, he seems to have been a prominent member of the political elites in charge of governing a quickly burgeoning empire. He was Of the three categories of ʿAmmār reports, the reports that only attest to his torture without connecting it to the coercion exemption clause are both the most numerous and geographically diverse. We will begin with the Medinan reports.
One of these originates with ʿUrwa b. al-Zubayr (b. 23/643-644, d. 93/711-712 or 94/712-713),11 the famous scholar based in Medina. ʿUrwa simply asserts that "ʿAmmār used to be one of the oppressed (mustaḍʿafīn) who was tortured in Mecca to make him recant his religion."12 The report is recorded with a single isnād by Ibn Saʿd and al-Balāḏurī, both of whom have ʿUrwa as transmitting to Yazīd b. Rūmān (d. 130/748). We cannot therefore corroborate the historicity of the transmission through an isnād-cum-matn analysis. However, because of ʿUrwa's centrality in the collection of reports constituting Muḥammad's biography, his transmission activity has attracted much recent scholarly attention. Gregor Schoeler thinks that Yazīd's version of ʿUrwa's reports are not as faithful as Hišām b. ʿUrwa's or Zuhrī's versions. He thinks that Yazīd often embellishes and rearranges ʿUrwa's texts, but does not reject the transmission from ʿUrwa outright. Though Yazīd may have embellished some of Zuhrī's other texts, this, however, is not the case with our report. In fact, of all the ʿAmmār torture reports surveyed in this study this report asserts only basic facts about ʿAmmār's torture with no embellishing detail. If we rely on Schoeler's study 10 This combined with the fact that the report is preserved in some of the earliest published sources and is transmitted through wholly Basran lines, and the fact that no transmitter attempts to link the report with a companion streng thens the likelihood that Ibn Sīrīn is truly the author of this report. That would mean this report was circulated by Ibn Sīrīn in Basra around the turn of the first/seventh century. In contrast to the reports above, a single transmission Meccan report does not describe ʿAmmār's torture but rather asserts that the verse Kor 29, 2, "Do men think that they will be left alone on saying, 'We believe' , and that they will not be tested?", was revealed about the time ʿAmmār was tortured in the cause of God (yuʿaḏḏabu fī Llāh).20 This report has many of the same features 
1.1
The Prophet Consoling Reports Of the reports about ʿAmmār's torture that do not allude to Kor 16, 106, the most numerous record the Prophet's address to ʿAmmār individually or to his family collectively while they were being tortured. These reports vary widely in their description of the details of the torture. We shall begin with the least diffusely transmitted reports and work our way to the most densely circulated ones.
Two of these reports are transmitted along a single isnād without ever branching out. reasons I am inclined to date the circulation of this report to Abū Ṣāliḥ's lifetime, i.e. to the late first/early eighth century in Kufa.
In a third report, the Meccan Yūsuf b. Māhak reports:
The Prophet passed by ʿAmmār, his father, and his mother while they were being tortured in the desert and said: "I give glad tidings to the family of ʿAmmār, for indeed they have been promised heaven (fa-inna mawʿidakum al-ǧanna).27
This report is recorded in two sources, with Šuʿba narrating it to two different recipients. Importantly, the content of the two reports varies, thus establishing a terminus ante quem for the report to Šuʿba's date of death in 160/776. Given the fact that Yūsuf b. Māhak is reported to have transmitted material from Umm Hāniʾ, it is likely that this report does originate with him in Mecca. The Prophet walked past ʿAmmār's family while they were being tortured and said to them: "I give glad tidings to the family of ʿAmmār, for indeed, you have been promised heaven (fa-inna mawʿidakum al-ǧanna)."28
The isnāds of this report allow us to establish a terminus ante quem to Muslim b. Ibrāhīm's death date in 222/837 through the isnād-cum-matn dating method. Zubayr gives pause.29 It is safer to date the report to Abū Zubayr's lifetime, at the turn of the first/seventh century in Mecca.
The basic structure of all of the Meccan reports is the same. Incidentally, compared to versions of the report whose isnāds indicate transmission outside of Mecca, the Meccan reports are more similar to each other than to reports that circulated outside of Mecca. It is hard to fathom this fact as either coincidental or the result of active fabrication and is strong evidence for the transmission of these reports in Mecca.
There do exist variations of reports outside of Mecca that have the Prophet consoling ʿAmmār. For example, a Kufan report, with an isnād originating in the famous companion, Ibn Masʿūd (d. 32/652-653), has Abū Ǧahl thrusting a spear into Sumayya's thigh, ʿAmmār's mother, till it reached her private parts, resulting in her death. In the report, ʿAmmār says: "Oh Messenger of God! Our torture [or her torture] has become unbearable." The Messenger of God replied: "Be patient O Abū Yaqẓān!30 O God, do not punish any member of the family of Yāsir with the fire."31
At the outset, the transmission from Ibn Masʿūd is unlikely. The early Baṣran riǧāl critic Šuʿba b. al-Ḥaǧǧāǧ explicitly denies that Abū Razīn heard any hadith from Ibn Masʿūd.32 Note that although the basic structure of the reports is similar, in the sense that it has the Prophet consoling ʿAmmār and his family while they were suffering, this Kufan report is missing the distinctive phrase found in all of the Meccan reports-the Prophet's promise of heaven to the tortured. It is probable that either Abū Rāzin or a later narrator wanted to circulate this Meccan report in Kufa as originating from a specifically Kufan authority-the famous companion ʿAbd Allāh b. Masʿūd. The riǧāl sources also identify Abū Razīn as having fought on the side of ʿAlī in the battle of Ṣiffīn.33 This is consistent with the presence of ʿAlids and ʿAlid sympathizers either as the originators of the Meccan reports or involved in their transmission. This report is rather late and has an attention to detail (the name of the clan that tortured Yāsir's family) indicative of the handiwork of a historian, Ibn Isḥāq. The examination of the isnād yields little useful information. The evidence indicates that, in general, the ʿAmmār torture report, which involved the Prophet consoling ʿAmmār's family, was circulating in the last quarter of the first century in Mecca. The presence of prominent ʿAlids (ʿAbd Allāh b. Ǧaʿfar b. Abī Ṭālib and Umm Hāniʾ) or individuals connected to them (Yūsuf b. Māhak) or to ʿAlī himself (Abū Razīn) coheres well with the memory of ʿAmmār as a staunch supporter of ʿAlī. It makes sense that these would be the people interested in preserving and circulating memories of ʿAmmār and his family's sacrifice in the cause of Islam. Without a correlative investigation of the isnāds and contents, we would not have been able to date either of these reports with any level of precision or to identify why particular individuals would be interested in preserving and circulating reports in the first place.
Before we begin our examination of the ʿAmmār torture reports that connect it to the revelation of Kor 16, 106, there is one last category of ʿAmmār torture reports with no connection to Kor 16, 106-the one's whose isnāds originate with ʿUṯmān b. ʿAffān. The content of the ʿUṯmān reports is substantially similar to the Meccan reports analyzed above with one significant difference: ʿUṯmān is made the co-eyewitness along with the Prophet of ʿAmmār's torture. Examination of the isnād and the content along with the ascriptions of sectarian identity of the narrators allow us to locate and date the report and glean why it may have been preserved and circulated by the Murǧiʾites of the early second/eighth century.
1.2
The ʿUṯmān b. ʿAffān Reports By far the isnād of the most widely recorded ʿAmmār torture report originates with the companion and third caliph, ʿUṯmān b. ʿAffān. This report most probab ly originates in Kufa. It reached the published sources through approximately seventeen chains of transmission (see figure 1: isnāds of the ʿUṯmān torture report). This raises the question as to why the ʿUṯmān version of ʿAmmār's torture enjoy such popularity?
It is probable that the proto-Sunni impetus to conciliate the memory of the troubled relationship between ʿAmmār and ʿUṯmān must have motivated the circulation of this specific report and its popularity. ʿUṯmān had apparently treated ʿAmmār, along with other early Muslim converts of lowly origin, Abū Ḏarr and Ibn Masʿūd, arrogantly when he was caliph.41 In addition, ʿAmmār is remembered as having actively fomented the discontent that ultimately culminated in ʿUṯmān's assassination. Given the growing proto-Sunni sentiment in the second/eighth and third/ninth century of attempting to clear all companions of mutual ill-will and the insistence on the equal legitimacy and piety of the first four caliphs, memories of conflict between the companions inspired the creation and circulation of reports that showed a firm basis of mutual respect amongst all the companions and especially those that were remembered to have been on opposite sides in the conflicts that roiled the early caliphate. For these reasons, I think the earliest part of the isnāds of the reports that allege ʿUṯmān as the companion narrator and eyewitness of the report is fabricated. More precisely, it is probably the case that the report about the Prophet's response to the torture of ʿAmmār and his family was already in circulation. Someone, perhaps one of the narrators in the isnāds of the ʿUṯmān report, took the content of these reports and added ʿUṯmān as the origin of the report. If this theory is correct, then dating the ʿUṯmān report will yield also a terminus ante quem for the non-ʿUṯmān, generic version of the report, surveyed in the previous section. As it so happens, given the wide circulation of the ʿUṯmān version of the report, we are able to use the isnād-cum-matn analysis to establish a quite early terminus ante quem for the report. The report touches upon many of the themes in Muslim historiography on the events that culminated in the ʿUṯmān's assassination. One reason cited by ʿUṯmān's opponents in the run-up to his assassination was his favoritism towards his clan, the Banū Umayya, in making government appointments; something frankly acknowledged in the report. The claim that his actions are inconsistent with the way that Abū Bakr and ʿUmar, the two previous caliphs, governed is also acknowledged by the report, which was another allegation ʿUṯmān's opponents cited in their opposition to his caliphate.44 In the report ʿUṯmān physically assaults ʿAmmār. This aspect of the report coheres with reports of the maltreatment meted out by ʿUṯmān to prominent companions of lowly tribal origin. ʿUṯmān banished Abū Ḏarr al-Ġifārī, had Ibn Masʿūd beaten, and in one report also had ʿAmmār beaten.45 Yet, while acknowledging what must have been perceived as ʿUṯmān's deficiencies, his favoritism towards the Banū Umayya and his assault on ʿAmmār, I would say that the gist of the report is conciliatory, in the sense of reconciling two prominent companions on opposite ends of a conflict that culminated in the first civil war in Sunni historical memory. The reconciliation is performed through a number of narrative devices, though it is ʿUṯmān who shoulders most of the blame and overcomes it by acknowledging ʿAmmār and his family's great sacrifice in the early days of Islam. ʿUṯmān blames the Banū Umayya for his enmity towards ʿAmmār and acknowledges that it could lead to his and ʿAmmār's undoing. Ultimately, in this specific version, ʿUṯmān realizes his mistake and recounts the tale of ʿAmmār's family's torture to two other prominent companions Ṭalḥa theological leanings. The two distinguishing features of early Murǧiʾite thought were the idea that one ought to suspend judgment on whether or not ʿUṯmān and ʿAlī deserved otherworldly blame for the conflicts that roiled their tenures as caliphs, and the positive affirmation of the legitimacy and righteous character of the first two caliphs.48 According to Michael Cook's analysis, the earliest Murǧiʾite texts argued for these positions by invoking consensus and requiring autopsy to make judgments of blame. Since all Muslims approved of the caliphates of Abū Bakr and ʿUmar, an affirmative moral judgment of their tenures is established. This consensus breaks apart with the schisms that afflicted the tenures of ʿUṯmān and ʿAlī. In the absence of consensus, only eyewitness or, as Cook calls it, autopsy, enables judgments of blame. In the absence of autopsy, no judgment can be made, and therefore judgment ought to be rightly deferred to God on the Day of Judgment. Since all we have are second hand testimonies about the conflicts during ʿUṯmān and ʿAlī's time, the autopsy requirement for moral judgment fails, and we are therefore compelled to defer moral judgment on ʿUṯmān and ʿAlī's culpability to God.49 If we read al-Qāsim's version of the text in light of Murǧiʾite ideas, it is possible that the purpose is not only reconciliation, but also a demonstration of how moral judgment is impossible. While it may be the case that ʿUṯmān assaults ʿAmmār, someone who suffered for Islam, it is also the case that he was goaded into it by his clansmen. Moreover the report makes ʿUṯmān contrite for his actions. The report frankly acknowledges ʿUṯmān's mistreatment, but does so in a way where the blame is diverted and contrition acknowledged. How can a reader of the report damn ʿUṯmān then to the fires of hell, even if he believed that ʿUṯmān was in the wrong? It is clear that the report was constructed in response to theological controversies of the late first/early second century. Therefore, the attribution of the report to ʿUṯmān is clearly wrong. Yet, despite this, by way of an isnād-cum-matn analysis we are able to date it still to quite an early time, ʿAmr b. Murra's lifetime, and locate it in a Kufan milieu. This means that the non-ʿUṯmān versions 48 None of the reports surveyed so far connect the torture incident to the revelation of the coercion exemption clause. In fact, one report connects ʿAmmār's torture to a different verse entirely. In terms of chronology, the earliest reports hail from the middle of the first/seventh century. Most of the reports come from around the turn of the century, with some possibly originating in the first half of the second/eighth century. Geographically, the reports originated in the most important intellectual centers of the Empire-Mecca, Medina, Basra, and Kufa. All of them indicate that at the very minimum some people harmed ʿAmmār. The report from the Medinan scholar, ʿUrwa b. al-Zubayr, asserts merely the basic fact that ʿAmmār was tortured in Mecca. Other reports elaborate on methods of torture (drowning, by fire, etc.). Some assert the role of the Prophet in the purported incident. Others assert that ʿAmmār's whole family was tortured. One of the reports discussed above involves the companion ʿUṯmān b. ʿAffān. Further analysis of this report's transmission history indicates the high probability of the contrived nature of some of its contents and provides clues about the motivations behind the construction, preservation and circulation of the ʿAmmār torture reports in early Islamic society. In terms of dating the variety of these reports-we have one firm conclusionthat the ʿUṯmān reports are derived from the Meccan reports and certainly come after them. The Meccan reports, it is certain, were already circulating in the last quarter of the first/seventh century. From the perspective of content, none of the reports seem to be responding to legal and moral concerns surrounding the problem of coerced apostasy. With that said, we have yet to examine the reports that connect the apostasy verse, or more specifically the coercion exemption clause of the apostasy verse, with ʿAmmār's torture. It is to this that we now turn. That ʿAmmār would serve as an authority of some sort to Kufans of varying theological and political persuasions is not entirely surprising. ʿAmmār's role as a Kufan governor under the caliphate of ʿUmar and his loyalty to ʿAlī's side in the civil war made him appealing to a whole host of different communities. The memory of his partisanship for ʿAlī and his martyrdom at Ṣiffīn made him favorable to both the more ideologically doctrinaire but politically quietist proto-Twelver-Imāmites of the period and the ideologically pragmatic but politically activist Batrite Zaydīs. The fact that he served as a governor of Kufa under ʿUmar and fought for ʿAlī made him an appealing figure for a Murǧiʾite project of political and theological integration and the Batrite Zaydite desire to temper and widen ʿAlid claims to political rule. The fact that he was a famous companion of the Prophet, a governor of Kufa, and a martyr in ʿAlī's cause against Muʿāwiya's Syrian army made him a good candidate for communities who would assert the relative merit of Kufa in Islamic religious culture. In these larger motivations we have an explanation for why a scholar such as al-Ḥakam would assert that a particular Qurʾānic verse was about ʿAmmār, specifically, and why it would be preserved and circulated by the Šīʿite Ǧābir b. Yazīd, or in Kufa generally.
Unlike the reports attributed to al-Ḥakam and Ġazwān, whose main point was to merely assert the connection between ʿAmmār and the coercion exemption clause, two reports found in the Twelver source, al-Kāfī,53 deploy the ʿAmmār incident and its connection to the coercion exemption clause in the context of a larger policy recommendation, advocating precautionary dissimulation over active resistance. when he knew the following verse was revealed about ʿAmmār and his companions: "except one who is forced, while his heart is at peace with faith."56 In the second report, Ǧaʿfar is asked about a speech of ʿAlī:
The people are transmitting that ʿAlī (upon him be peace) said on the minbar of Kufa: "O people, [when] you will be called upon to insult me, then insult me. Then you will be called upon to dissociate yourself from me. Do not dissociate yourselves from me." Abū ʿAbd Allāh [Ǧaʿfar al-Ṣādiq] said: "People could not have lied more against ʿAlī." Then he said. ʿAlī said only: "[When] you will be called upon to insult me, insult me. Then you will be called to dissociate from me, but I am on the religion of Muḥammad." He did not say: "Do not dissociate yourselves from me." The questioner asked him: "Do you not think he ought to choose death rather than dissociation?" He replied: "By God he is not obliged to do that. He should only do what ʿAmmār b. Yāsir did when he was forced by the people of Mecca, while his heart was at peace with faith and God revealed about him: 'except one forced while his heart is at peace with faith.' " The Prophet said to him: "If they return, do it again, for God has In this text, Ǧaʿfar uses ʿAmmār's act and its sanction by the coercion exemption clause as an argument for tempering the heroic impulses for martyrdom in the community and a general argument for a policy prudent dissimulation. Ǧaʿfar's text is a complicated rejoinder to the contemporary Batrites of his and his father's generation. A putative Batrite version of the text is preserved in a fourth/tenth century Sunnī source. We can infer that it is Batrite because With one exception, the most widely circulated reports that connect ʿAmmār's torture to the Kor 16, 106 do not do so explicitly.62 In fact, they allude to it by having ʿAmmār respond to the Prophet's query about his potential renunciation of faith upon torture, with a distinctive phrase found in Kor 16, 106, "at peace with faith" (muṭma ʾinnun bi-l-īmān). Some of these reports cannot be dated to earlier than the latter half of the second/eighth century, hence we will not examine them here. They can be found in the sources cited below.63 distinction between ʿAlī's commands as resulting from the fact that "dissociation from the Qurʾān is applied only to polytheists, and that dissociation from ʿAlī is therefore tantamount to declaring him a polytheist. 
Abū ʿUbayda Reports
The most widely recorded of the reports that connect ʿAmmār's torture to Kor 16, 106 has Abū ʿUbayda (n.d.), ʿAmmār's grandson, in the chain of transmission. Abū ʿUbayda's account for the specific circumstances surrounding ʿAmmār's capture and torture, and the allusion to the coercion exemption clause was one of the most popular in classical exegetical and legal literature. Because of its later fame, I shall engage in a much more detailed analysis of this report. 64 The earliest narrator that narrates to different individuals thus giving rise for an opportunity to engage in an isnād-cum-matn analysis is the Meccan- ʿAmmār's grandsons are actually the same person.69 The fact that there are a substantial number of hadiths that are transmitted through Abū ʿUbayda through a variety of transmitters though, to my mind, considerably mitigates this doubt. Significantly, the riǧāl critics do not explicitly record or allude by way of nisba to the place of Abū ʿUbayda's residence. We can infer that he must have been a Medinan, at least with respect to his transmission activity, through looking at who he narrated to and from. The narrators are predomi- There are good reasons for dating the tradition to Abū ʿUbayda's lifetime, though these considerations do not approach the strength of results from the applications of the isnad-cum-matn procedure, which established a terminus ante quem of ʿAbd al-Karīm's death date. Let's start with the reasons for regarding the report as originating in Abū ʿUbayda's lifetime. First, we have found no good reason to doubt the attribution made to him in the chains of transmission. Second, an analysis of the hadiths and historical reports in which he is found as a transmitter has manifested a fairly plausible profile for a historical narrator. The chains of transmissions we have reflect that a diverse number of people narrate both from him and to him. Yet, despite this diversity, they all hail from the same region, the Ḥiǧāz, and in fact the vast majority comes from the same city, Medina. An analysis of the various death dates given for those from whom he purportedly narrated from and to also strengthens the plausibility of the profile. The relative differences between the death dates of his sources and who he transmits to are reasonable. But there is one reason against attributing it to Abū ʿUbayda. Some riǧāl critics cast suspicion on both Abū ʿUbayda's identity and the acceptability of his narrations. I think this is a weak reason because of the plausibility of his narrator profile that I outlined above.
The isnad-cum-matn procedure produces a terminus ante quem for the circulation of the shared elements of this report to the death date of ʿAbd al-Karīm al-Ǧazarī, 127/745. Though, not as reliable, our analysis of the plausibility of the transmission profile of Abū ʿUbayda, ʿAmmār's grandson, produces a date of somewhere in the first quarter of the second century 100-125/719-743.
The main question that remains is which of the two broad sets of reports we have reviewed, dated, and located thus far comes first: the reports that merely describe ʿAmmār's torture or the reports that connect the torture incident to the revealtion of Kor 16, 106?
Suggested Chronology for the Reports
At a minimum it is safe to say that by the last quarter of the first century there was widespread belief that ʿAmmār b. Yāsir was tortured during the Prophet's time by the Meccans. This much is agreed upon by all of the numerous versions of reports. In order to answer the question of which reports came first-the one's that connect ʿAmmār's torture to Kor 16, 106 or the one's that do not, let's review the most important results of our dating of the reports. We can divide them into three broad categories: 1) reports that simply assert how ʿAmmār was tortured; 2) reports that have the Prophet witness ʿAmmār's torture and promise him and his family heaven; 3) reports that either assert or allude to the connection between ʿAmmār's torture and Kor 16, 106.
The first set of reports have been recorded in sources only through single isnāds. All but one of these reports originated in Medina, with the exception originating in Basra. These reports stem from the turn of the first/seventh century. The earliest goes back to the important collector of reports, the Medinan ʿUrwa b. al-Zubayr.
For the second set of reports, the isnad-cum-matn method produced a quite early terminus ante quem of the death date of ʿAmr b. Murra in 120/738. The date for the circulation of this report is in fact definitively earlier, since ʿAmr b. Murra transmits his report as originating with ʿUṯmān b. ʿAffān, an attribution with a specific sectarian function. We know therefore that the content of the report is much earlier. Versions of the same report, recorded though in different single isnād versions, and without the attribution to ʿUṯmān were circulating in Mecca most probably around the turn of the first century.
The analysis of the third set of reports also dated them to the turn of the first century. Two single-isnād reports that simply asserted that Kor 16, 106 was about ʿAmmār stem from Kufa. The reports that allude to a distinctive phrase found in Kor 16, 106, "at peace with faith" (muṭma ʾinnun bi-l-īmān) date to the lifetime of Abu ʿUbayda, ʿAmmār's grandson, which also happens to be around the turn of the century.
What is the relationship between these sets of reports? There are two possible ways of conceiving of the relationship. One is to see the connection to Kor 16, 106 as always a part of the historical memory of ʿAmmār's torture, even if some reports do not explicitly make the connection or allude to it. This would require that we read the reports that do not allude or explicitly connect his torture to Kor 16, 106 as simply assuming the audience knows this.
The other way of thinking about the relationship between these reports is to regard the torture reports, without reference to Kor 16, 106, as coming before reports that connect it to the verse. I think this is the stronger explanation. Putting aside the Abū ʿUbayda reports, which merely allude to Kor 16, 106, the reports that explicitly connect ʿAmmār's torture to the verse either explicitly cite it as support for an on-going dispute about political policy, as in the case of Ǧaʿfar al-Ṣādiq, or is asserted by individuals known to have been a party to that dispute, as in the case of al-Ḥakam b. ʿUtayba. It is probable that Abū ʿUbayda, around the same time or perhaps upon hearing Kufan reports asserting the connection between Kor 16, 106 and his grandfather's torture, did not so much fabricate as much as circulate a more fleshed out and dramatic version of the story that he thought his grandfather must have been a part of. This would have added to his grandfather's prestige and therefore to that of his family, for to be connected to the revelation of a Qurʾānic verse was a point of honor and pride. Moreover, the very fact that ʿAmmār's torture is offered up as a candidate for historical explanation for three different verses indicates not transmission of eyewitness or even hearsay reports of some sort, but rather attempts on the part of late first century scholars to correlate Qurʾānic verses with episodes from the life of the Prophet.
There is one final consideration, one that goes beyond the veil of the first century. The gist of the reports about ʿAmmār's torture, and even Abū ʿUbayda's account alluding to the connection between the coercion exemption clause and ʿAmmār's torture, imply a Meccan dating. Sumayya, ʿAmmār's mother, is identified by Islamic sources as one of the first, if not the first, Muslim to have died as a martyr in the cause of Islam. His and his family's torture probably took place when the Meccans were torturing other Muslim converts that did not have full tribal protection because of their status as slaves or clients. All of this happens in Mecca.
There is disagreement amongst both pre-modern Muslim authorities and modern Islamicists on the dating of the verse, though I think there are very strong reasons to regard it as early Medinan. The Muslim authorities are split, though most regard it as Medinan.81 It is not clear why the Muslim authorities classified the verse as they did, though it seems likely that they probably relied on assessments of theme to infer a date. Islamicists are also split on the issue. Blachère thinks it is Meccan, Bell thinks it is Medinan. the verse? We can thus posit three stages in the growth of the ʿAmmār reports in general, and specifically the reports connecting the revelation of the apostasy verse to ʿAmmār. In the first stage, reports were generated that concretized a seemingly widely shared yet vague historical memory of the torture of ʿAmmār at the hands of Meccans. At the second stage, the memory of ʿAmmār's torture is correlated with the coercion exemption clause of the apostasy verse.
In the third stage, the historical reports about the nature and circumstances of ʿAmmār's torture and the connection to the coercion exemption clause are asserted in a narrative that combines aspects of previous reports while alluding to the connection to the apostasy verse. What I have labeled the Abū ʿUbayda account is born. The Abū ʿUbayda account itself undergoes further elaboration, as narrative events summarily noted in the Maʿmar recension are imaginatively elaborated by positing conversations between ʿAmmār and the Prophet in the later recensions. This picture of the development of the ʿAmmār torture tradition and its eventual linking to Kor 16, 106 fits well with recent scholarship of the "Qurʾānification" of the sīra.88
Why did the ʿAmmār Reports Predominate?
If we eliminate the ʿAmmār story as the explanation for the circumstances surrounding the apostasy verse, we are left with two generic accounts of the circumstances. Though the Muqātil and Muǧāhid/ʿIkrima texts are recorded in some of the earliest extant exegetical works, their authors do not provide the sources for their texts. If we are forced to choose between the historical explanations recorded in the exegetical tradition surrounding the circumstances of Kor 16, 106, Muǧāhid's account coheres best with Kor 16, 106's Medinan, perhaps even early Medinan context, as can be inferred from the verses in Kor 16, 106's immediate vicinity and its use of the distinctive disbelief-after-belief phrase. Notwithstanding the putative historical context of Kor 16, 106, the question as to why the ʿAmmār explanation achieved dominance in the exegetical and legal literature remains. Here we may surmise two factors. First, the Muǧāhid tradition conveys fairly generic information. It does not provide names of specific people or even tribes. In contrast, the ʿAmmār tradition is about a specific 
